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The regular continuation of Indo-European *w in Armenian is 
problematic in several respects, partly because of the limited number 
of examples. The situation seems to be fairly clear for the intial posi- 
tion, where a considerable number of etymologically certain exam- 
ples have the reflex g- (e.g., gitem, gorc, z-genum). Apparently the se- 
quence *hw- is reflected in the same way (e.g., gog < *h,we/og”h-). 

However, a few examples of v- have been pointed out to support 
the view that there is a double representation of the initial consonant. 
Besides vay ‘alas’, to which we can hardly attach any importance be- 
cause of its special character as an original interjection, we have the 
verb varem ‘burn’. Usually this verb is compared to Lith. virti ‘boil’, 
OCS variti ‘boil’, vréti ‘roar, fizz’, but apart from the surprising initial 
the Arm. shows 7¢ instead of the expected r. Though it has not been 
possible to find an Iranian root *war- meaning ‘burn’ or the like, the 
formal difficulties make it most reasonable to assume an Iranian loan- 
word, the exact origin of which can no longer be traced (Greppin, 
1972, p. 72). As no complementary distribution is indicated, the only 
other alternative would be the far more daring one of postulating two 
original phonemes resulting in Arm. g- and v-. 

Concerning the treatment of internal, intervocalic *w we have 
the following, generally accepted rule: *-VwV- > -VgV-.? As demon- 
strated by Eichner (1978) we must, however, accept two limitations of 
this rule. In the first place the sequence *iw seems to remain un- 
changed in all cases (Eichner, 1978, p. 152 f). Examples such as c‘iw 
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‘roof’ < *skéwo-, kiw ‘wood’ (that is ‘the living part’ < *g”ih3wo-), tiw 
‘number’ < *téwho- were previously interpreted as having -w as the 
regular result of final *-w.° This interpretation, however, cannot be 
maintained, as it is impossible to explain all the existing material on 
the basis of such a theory. Thus we have -g in sag ‘goose’ < *kawahg = 
OCS sova ‘owl’, hog ‘worry’, possibly < *powo-,’ yag ‘zur Sättigung’ 
(root *sahgw- as in the nasal-infixed Ved. dsinvant- ‘insatiable’, Meil- 
let, 1921, p. 20). Secondly -Vwu- must be assumed to preserve the in- 
tervocalic w. In this case it is possible to explain all the flexional forms 
of u-stems as haw ‘bird’/‘grandfather’, gen. hawu, kov ‘cow’, gen. kovu 
without analogical developments (Eichner, 1978, p. 154).° 

Concerning intervocalic -g- < *-w- we have the following certain 
examples: 

1. aganim ‘spend the night’ < *hyaw- (cf Gk. àvàń ‘farm, dwell- 
ing’). 

2. aganim ‘put on’ < *hgaw- (Lith. aŭti ‘put on shoes’, cf also 
Arm. awt‘oc’ ‘blanket’). 

3. arfoganem ‘irrigate’ < *srow- (Skr. sravati). 

A. loganam ‘wash’ < *lIowh- (cf e.g., Gk. AGet@ov). 

5. Cogay ‘I went’ < *kiow-.® 

To these we may add the previously mentioned examples of fi- 
nal -g, if we assume that final vowels have been lost later than the 
Arm. development of Indo-European *-VwV-. Considering these ex- 
amples sag is an a-stem, hog an o-stem, and yag probably the fossi- 
lized accusative of a root-noun or an o-stem. 

On the other hand, among the generally accepted etymologies 
we have some clear examples of a development Vw/vV, which are un- 
explained, not being covered by Eichner’s two exceptions to the pos- 
tulated main rule, *-VwV- > -VgV-. The following examples are in- 
volved: 

1. aviwn ‘libido’ < *hgawh-, cf Skr. dvati ‘demand’, avitár- ‘ben- 
efactor’, Lat. aveé, avidus (Mayrhofer I, 1956, p. 57). 

2. dedewim ‘sway’ < *dhewh-, cf Skr. dhunoti/dhunati ‘shakes’, 
ptc. dhata- as well as the likewise reduplicated (intensive) dodhaviti 
(Mayrhofer I, 1956, p. 107f, Frisk I, 1960, p. 697ff). 

3. tevem ‘last, endure’. Cf e.g., Skr. comp. ddviyas- ‘more dis- 
tant’ < *dewh>-. It is probably necessary to assume ‘Schwebeablaut’ 
of the root, as we have the ‘théme II’ preserved in Dor. d5a@ov ‘pro- 
longed’ = Arm. erkar ‘for a long time’ < *dwahgro-, zero grade in Skr. 
durda- ‘far away’.’ 

4. hoviw ‘shepherd’. Generally analysed as *hgowi-pahg, which 
is probably to be preferred to Eichner’s solution (*opi-pahg, 1978, 
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note 35), not only because of the initial h- (cf Luv. hawis), but also on 
the basis of Vedic parallels such as gopd, pasupa (but not *api-pé or 
the like). 

5. elevin ‘cedar’, probably with a v-suffix as Rus. jdlovec ‘juni- 
Der P 

6. Uovem ‘enchant’, cf Skr. stduti ‘praises’, Gk. ortepro ‘boasts’ 
(Solta 1960, p. 378 f, Greppin, 1972, p. 71). In this case a “mobile s” 
must be involved (*st > st, cf sterj ‘sterile’, Gk. otetqa). Of course the 
verb is, as indicated by Greppin, originally athematic. However, it 
does not seem quite convincing that the preconsonantal form t‘ov- has 
been preserved instead of *t‘og-, as “the morphological sweep” from 
athematic to thematic flexion ‘‘must have occurred after the shift 
*-wV- to -g-.” On the contrary, we have examples to support the oppo- 
site point of view. Thus the verb dizanem ‘j’amasse’ (Meillet, 1936, p. 
106), in which -z- as opposed to -j- is the intervocalic continuation of 
* gh. in spite of the fact that also this verb has an athematic past (Skr. 
dehmi < *dhejghmi), 

7. govem ‘praise’, if not a loanword < *għow- (Lat. fave, OCS 
govéti ‘religiose vereri, venerari’).° 

8. avetel ‘tell good news’ < *h,su-hgwed-, as *hgwed- alone (cf 
Gk. àvôń) would certainly yield *get-. 

An additional example is bovem/bavem ‘suffice’ (cf Skr. bhari- 
‘abundant’, comp. bhdviyas-, Lith. burs ‘multitude’). However, here 
an Iranian loan is the most probable solution because of Phl. bavan- 
dak ‘perfect’ (Arm. bavandak/bovandak).* Still it must be noted that 
no Iranian verbal root of a related meaning can be demonstrated. 

Now a comparison of the above-mentioned material concerning 
the two possible reflexes of intervocalic *w, -g-, and -w/v- seems to 
show a regular distribution: -g- before the back vowels a, o (but -w- 
before the homorganic vowel u), -w/v- before the front vowels e, i. Ap- 
parently the final vowels had been preserved for a sufficiently long 
time to affect a preceding -w- before being dropped. Naturally a partic- 
ular interest must be attached to the cases in which etymologically 
clearly connected units show a different treatment. This is the case in 
arew ‘sun’, gen. arewu, where we find -wu throughout the paradigm as 
in the other u-stems, whereas the archaic gen. is areg” (cf expressions 
such as areg k‘alak‘ and the compound aregakn}, probably to be re- 
constructed as *hsrewos.” Moreover kov ‘cow’, gen. kovu, which has 
also been transfered to the u-inflection with the derivational noun 
kogi ‘butter’, gen. kogwoy, which is an old -iio-stem (Arm. -wo-stem). 
As all Indo-European -iio-stems undergo the change : *-iio- > *-io- > - 
iwo- we must assume a development *g”owiio- > *kowio- > 
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*kowiwo- > *kowwo-. It is hardly possible to decide whether we are 
dealing with a sort of ‘Verscharfung’ *ww > gw ora simplification of 
the geminate *kowwo- > *kowo- > kogo- and a subsequent analogical 
transformation *kowi/*kogoy ù kogi/kogwoy patterned on the type 
ordi/ordwoy. The latter solution would most probably imply an ana- 
logical formation of the two stages: *kowi/*kogoy G kogi/*kogoy } 
kogi/kogwoy or *kowi/*kogoy ġ *kowi/kogwoy ù kogi/kogwoy. Exam- 
ples of the same type of formation as kogi are hogi ‘spirit’ < * powiio- 
and aygi ‘vine’ < *aihwiio- (Eichner, 1978, note 30). The final conclu- 
sion to be drawn from the preceding examination may, then, be 
clearly defined in the following way: 
*w > g—/+#- 
— /V-[a,o], V # i. 


FOOTNOTES 


1 A preliminary version of this paper (in Danish) has been published in APILKU 2, 
1981. Further the subject was presented at the 2nd International Congress of Armenian 
Linguistics, Erevan, 1982. 

Reflexes of consonant groups containing *w- (*Kw, *sw, *tw, *dw) will not be 
considered in this paper. Likewise the rules concerning the sequence *wVr- [Godel, 
1975, p. 83, and - more consistently - Eichner (1978, note 27)]. Groups of the type *RwV- 
seem to be reflected as *RgV- (e.g., taygr ‘brother-in-law’ < *daiwér, targal ‘spoon’ 
*drw- : possibly the verb ergicanem ‘break to pieces’ < *ureid - cf OE writan, However, 
a development *wr- > *gr- > erg- may just as well be assumed). Accounts of the whole 
complex of problems may be found in Meillet (1936, pp. 49-57), Greppin (1972, pp. 
69-78), Godel (1975, pp. 82-83), Eichner (1978, pp. 144-156), Pisani (1978, p. 277f), and 
Schmitt (1980, pp. 412-430). 


? First description in Pedersen, 1905, p. 196. 


3 Pedersen, 1905, p. 196; Bolognesi, 1954, pp. 129-31. Bolognesi’s relative 
chronology is whally dependent on this assumption. 


* Thus Eichner, 1978, p. 151. Another solution may be the supposition of a root 
*h ge/ogh. on the basis of Gk. &y@opat ‘I am depressed’/Oyé ‘I am worried’ (Hoffmann, 
1950, p. 247). 


5 This rule is strongly supported by an isolated form harawunk‘ ‘ploughland’, 
probably the participle of a denominative formation (*hgara3-wo-, or possibly 
*horh3-wo-, cf the formation of a verb like *gWih3-we/o-). 


€ Cf Skr. cydvate ‘go ahead’, Gk. op ‘set in motion’. Also ‘vem ‘set out’ with *uV 
> vV. A parallel example may be stvar ‘thick’ from the root *stewh-, cf Skr. 
sthdvira-/sthard- ‘broad, thick’ (IEW, p. 1009). 
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7 Cf the expression i tev ‘for a long time’, probably i + loc. *dewh-ei, cf OCS davé. 

Haraw ‘South’ (stem *prhuo-, cf Djahukian, 1982, p. 38 as kindly pointed out to me 
by J.E. Rasmussen}, which would be unexplained by the assumption of a regular 
development *-VwV- > -VgV-, probably likewise owes its -w to an original locative 
* prhwei. Concerning i + the loc. indicating time, see Jensen, 1959, p. 130. 


3 A detailed discussion by Lidén, 1906, p. 491ff. 


1 Against this etymology the Arm. diverging stem formation has been pointed out 
(Arm. -e- < *-e-/*eie-, Lat. -é- < *-ē-/*eje-, OCS -č- < *-é-). These formal scruples 
(Pedersen, 1905, p. 199; 1906, p. 369) seem a little exaggerated (like rejecting the 
etymology Goth. sifan/Lat. sedére for the same reason}. A more serious objection is 
raised by Aéaryan (Vol. 1 p. 582), assuming an Iranian loanword. 


10 Benveniste, 1933, p. 189; Geiger-Kuhn, Vol. 1, 1895. p. 313f. 
1 Thoroughly analysed by Eichner, 1978. 


2 This seems to support the reconstruction of *-os as the athematic genitive 
ending. 


13 zait seems most likely as a preliminary stage of the Arm. g/w (cf Welsh *w- > 
gw-, e.g. gwir < *wéro-). Subsequently we presumably have a sort of hardening before 
the back vowels a/o. As a support of an intermediate stage *y“ we may mention the 
Georgian (loanword) ywino ‘wine’ (Arm. gini, cf Aeolian poivos). It must be 
emphasized that all the Kardvelian languages distinguish between yw, gw, and w 
initially before front as well as back vowels (cf Klimov, 1964, article *ywino). 


14 Possible confirmation of the theory set forth in this article may be found in the 
expression ger i veroy ‘au dessus de tout ou de tous’ (Meillet, 1936, p. 50), which must 
be compared with Skr. updri (Arm. intervocalic *p > w), and in the combinations i ver, i 
veray from the same stem. As hinted by Meillet, this may be a case of sentece sandhi, but 
veray corresponds neither to the traditional conception of initial nor of intervocalic *w 
(we expect *geroy), in spite of the fact that the initial g- of ger points to a phonetic 
development *uw > v. If, on the contrary, we accept the development *w > v before e in 
this case, and, at the same time suppose that *VpV yields VwV at an earlier stage than 
*w > g/w(v), these expressions can have a natural explanation. The remaining material 
does not conflict with this theory, as we have no examples of *-Vpa/o- except hoviw, 
which contains the sequence iw. As a further precision of the relative chronology we 
must assume that *uw became w later than *sw > k‘ in order to include *suweks > vec‘ 
in a non-contradictory explanation. 
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